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TO  THE  MEAn’.Kl?8  OF  THE  (JEXERAL  ASS1{^M  ELY  OF  [‘ENX 

SYLVAXHA. 


Ill  :iccordam-c  witli  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  Law,  (lUlh  I’.  I.. 
No.  893  Sec.  18)  tlie  State  Suiiervisor  lierewitli  presents  “a  detailed 
i-epoit  of  the  nniiiii(‘r  of  henehciaries,  the  anionnt  e.xpended,  and  tlie 
advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  system,  with  recommendations 
for  improvement.*' 


TRANSFER  OF  THE  STATE  OFFICE 

The  Act  of  Assembly  (P.  L.  425)  creating  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  provides  that  -hiny  system  of  assistance  to  mothers” 
should  be  placed  under  the  supervision  of  the  Department  and  ac- 
cordingly on  October  1,  1921,  the  office  of  the  State  Supervisor  was 
Transferred  to  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  and  incorjiorated 
within  the  P>ureau  of  Children.  This  transfer  was  provided  by  law 
in  the  interest  of  bringing  all  State  work  for  dependent,  delinquent 
and  defective  children  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a single  Bureau  and 
in  no  way  changed  the  actual  administration  of  the  Mothers’  Assist- 
ance Fund. 


STRENGTH  AND  WEAKNESS  OF  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  LAtV 


Tlie  passing  of  time  only  demonstrates  the  more  completely  the 
wisdom  of  the  Pennsylvania  system  of  administration  which  has  all 
the  advantages  of  decentralized,  local  autonomous  control  and  c(ai 
Tralized  supervision. 

1.  The  requirement  of  good  school  records  as  a test  of  eligibility 
and  of  regular  school  reports  for  all  children  of  school  age,  the  long 
association  of  the  State  office  Avith  the  State  Board  of  Education,  and 
the  standards  of  home  and  child  care  generally  maintained,  liave 
gWen  to  the  Phind  the  status  of  an  educational  instrumentality,  ami 
have  encouraged  a self  respect  and  a high  sense  of  personal  Avorth  and 
dignity  far  removed  from  the  humiliation  attendant  upon  the  i-eceipt 
of  poor  relief  and  the  social  degradation  it  often  involves. 

2.  The  free  service  of  the  Trustees  makes  for  an  economical  admin 
istration  of  the  Luav,  and  gives  to  it  a quality  of  personal  and  in 
dividual  contact  Avhich  is  of  inestimable  value  to  the  families  as 
sisted;  and  to  the  Trustees  as  citizens  of  the  community  of  families, 
it  has  offered  a channel  through  Avhich  their  will  to  service  has 
flowed  in  generous  measure. 

3.  Through  the  experience  gained,  the  Trustees  have  helped  To 
build  up  a body  of  informed  public  opinion  on  social  questions,  es 
pecially  in  regard  to  child  welfare. 
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4.  The  principle  that  effective  administration  of  the  so-called 
“Mothers’  Pension”  laws  requires  State  supervision  and  aid,  is  be- 
coming widely  accepted;  and  even  in  states  where  these  laws  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts,  as  in  Minnesota,  the  State  is 
furnishing  leadership  in  promoting  methods  of  friendly  co-operation, 
and  in  defining  certain  principles  upon  which  constructive  adminis- 
tration must  rest.  The  fact,  that  in  spite  of  the  pitifully  inadequate 
appropriations,  Pennsylvania  stands  in  the  front  rank  of  states  grant- 
ing aid  to  dependent  children  in  their  homes,  is  due  wholly  to  the 
broad  and  comprehensive  s])irit  and  practice  underlying  the  admin- 
istration of  the  Fund. 

The  weaknesses  of  the  Ijuw  have  chiefly  to  do  with  the  machinery 
of  administration. 

1.  Inasmuch  as  half  of  all  expenditures  under  the  Law  come  from 
State  Funds  the  Supervisor  should  be  empowered  by  Law  to  approve 
all  petitions  for  grants  before  pajmient  is  allowed  from  the  State 
Treasury.*  Likewise  the  State  Supervisor  should  be  empowered 
to  approve  the  appointment  of  workers  employed  by  the  County 
Boards. 

2.  The  Trustees  should  be  appointed  for  a term  of  years. 

3.  The  Trustees  should  be  allowed  their  necessary  traveling 
expenses  in  the  attendance  of  Inter-County  Conferences  called  by 
the  State  Supervisor. 

4.  The  rewritten  Law  of  1919  provided  a more  liberal  maximum 
grant  per  child  than  had  hitherto  been  alloAved.  However,  the 
present  maximum  of  |20  for  the  first  child  and  flO  for  each  additional 
child  is  still  often  inadequate,  especially  in  families  of  two  or  three 
small  children  needing  nearly  or  quite  all  of  the  mother’s  time  to 
care  for  them  properly.  Twelve  States  now  }>rovide  a higher  maxi- 
inmn  grant  than  is  })ermitted  under  flie  rennsylvania  Law. 

However,  the  Law,  as  it  stands,  is  an  excellent  working  instrument. 
It  allows  scope  for  a broad  and  liberal  interpretation;  the  rulings 
now  in  force  have  grown  out  of  the  accximulation  of  practical  ex 
perience;  they  reflect  the  best  judgment  of  the  County  Boards  and 
the  Stfite  Supervisor,  and  have  been  enforced  with  uniform  impart- 
iality throughout  the  State. 

THE  PEESENT  STATUS  OF  THE  WORK  IN  THE  COUNTIES 

Counties  Organized. — Fifty  Counties  have  availed  themselves  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Law.  Monroe  County  has 
appropriated  the  necessary  funds  and  will  organize  as  soon  .as  the 
Trustees  are  appointed.  The  new  Counties  organized  Avithin  the 
present  fiscal  period  are  Lehigh  and  P>ucks. 


•At  the  request  of  the  Auditor  Oeneral  all  petitions  are  approved  by  tlie  .Supervisor  before 
they  are  forwarded  to  him. 


5 


Trained  Workers. — In  liiteen  Connlies  workeis  are  employed  who 
are  trained  or  have  taken  training  since  coining  to  ns.  Paid  workers 
are  employed  also  in  nine  other  Ckiimties. 

One  of  the  handicaps  which  the  inadequacy  of  the  last  appropria 
tion  placed  upon  the  work  was  the  impossibility  of  employing  work 
ers  even  on  part  time  in  the  fifth  class  Counties  as  had  long  been  the 
hope  of  the  Boards.  The  Trustees  as  volunteers  cannot  possibly  give 
sufficient  time  to  adequately  care  for  the  families  in  these  Counties, 
containing  from  50,000  to  100,000  population,  many  of  them  Indus 
trial  in  part.  If  a trained  County  worker  could  be  shared  by  two 
agencies  such  as  tlie  Court  or  the  Children's  Aid  Society  and  the 
Mothers’  Assistance  Fund,  the  work  for  both  agencies  could  be  ad 
equately  handled.  Until  some  provision  is  made  for  part  time  service, 
the  Mothers’  Assistance  work  in  these  Counties  will  suffer.  The  same 
plan  would  also  be  of  great  benefit  in  the  sixth  class  Counties 
(Counties  having  from  25,000  to  .50.00/)  pcqnilation)  where  three 
agencies  could  share  a worker. 

Adequacy  of  Grants. — Tlie  following  table  shows  that  there  has 
been  a growing  appreciation  on  the  part  of  the  Boards  of  the  need 
for  more  adequate  grants  though  the  meagerness  of  the  appropriation 
did  not  allow  scope  for  increasing  grants  to  any  considerable  extent. 
However,  in  spite  of  this,  Avhile  the  average  grants  per  family  and 
per  child  were  |25.07  and  |6.82  respectively,  two  years  ago,  they  are 
now  $30.34  and  |8.31  respectively. 
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TABLE  1— COMPARATIVE  STATISTICS— NOVEMBER  1922 


I.  Phi  adelphia,  

II.  Allegheny,  

III.  Berks.  

Lackawanna,  

Luzerne.  

Schuylkill,  

Westinoreland,  

IV.  Beaver,  

Blair,  

Cambria,  

Chester,  

0,ea. field,  

Dauphin,  

Delaware,  

Erie,  

layette,  

Lancaster,  

Lehigh,  

Montgomery,  

Northampton,  

Northumoeriand,  

Washington,  

York,  

V.  Bradford,  

Bucks,  — 

But.er,  

Crawford,  

Cumberland,  

Pranklin,  

Indiana,  

Jefterson,  

Lawrence.  

Lebanon,  

L.\  coming,  

Mercer*,  

Somerset,  

Venango,  

VI.  Adams,  

Bedford,  

Centre,  

Clarion,  

Clinton,  

Columbia,  

Greene,  

Huntingdon,  

McKean,  

VII.  Juoiata,  

Montour,  

Potter,  

Union,  
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*The  grants  listed  above  represent  twice  the  sum  of  the  State  grants.  In  Mercer  County 
the  grants  appear  to  be  lower  than  is  really  the  case  because  the  County  grants  are  larger 
than  the  State  grants  due  to  the  excess  appropriation  made  by  the  County  Commissioners. 


the  loAV  maximum'  grant  allowed  by  law  ami  the  jiitifully  in- 
adequate appropriations  operate  to  keep  the  grants  in  Pennsylvania 
lowu  The  report  of  the  New  York  State  Board  of  Charities  for  the 
year  ending  June  1,  1922,  shows  that  eighteen  Counties  allowed  an 
average  grant  per  child  of  from  $10  per  month  to  $15.26  per  month, 
whereas  this  is  true  of  only  five  Pennsylvania  Counties.  However, 
nine  other  Pennsylvania  Counties  give  grants  of  between  |9  and  .$10 
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per  mouth  per  child  while  iii  New  York  the  Counties  giving  this  sum 
were,  three.  Tlie  cost  of  living  in  New  York  State  while  doubtless 
liigher  than  in  many  parts  of  Pennsylvania  does  not  account  for  the 
(lilterence  between  Pennsylvania  and  New  York  grants.  It  is  of  the  ut 
most  imi)ortaiice  to  the  well  being  of  the  children  under  our  care  thni 
our  grants  be  sufficient  not  simply  to  rel'eve  acute  and  immediate 
distress  but  to  guarantee  on  the  most  economical  basis  the  essentials 
of  normal  home  life. 


THE  COUNTY  APTOKTIONMENTS 
The  Legislature  of  1921  revised  tin*  percentages  go\ernin!;  the 
apportionments  to  the  seven  classes  of  Counties  as  folloAvs : 

1st  class  from  1S%  to  24%. 

2d  class  from  12%  to  10%. 

3d  class  from  15%  to  19%.  • 

4th  class  from  30%  to  26%. 

5th  class  from  15%  to  9%. 

6th  class  from  7%  to  414%. 

7th  class  from  .3%  to  134%. 

A revision  of  the  }»er(*entages  was  i ( ndered  imperative  for  several 
reasons : 


1.  The  1920  census  showed  that  for  every  class  of  Conniy,  th 
percentage  of  population  had  shifted  as  follows : 

1st  class  Counties  (over  1,500,000-Philadelphia)  from 
2nd  class  Counties  (1,000,000  to  1,500,000-Allegheny ) 


3rd  class  Counties  (200,000  to  1,000,000)  from 

4th  class  Counties  (100,000  to  200,000)  from 

.5th  class  Counties  (50,000  to  100,000)  from 

6th  class  Counties  (25,000  to  50,000)  from 

7th  class  Counties  (Under  25,000)  from 

Berks  County  entered  the  3rd  class  group. 

Clearfield  and  Beaver  Counties  entered  the  4tb  class  group. 


18% 

12% 

15% 

30% 

15% 

7% 

3% 


to  21%. 
to  14%. 
to  16%. 
to  28%. 
to  13%. 
to  6%. 
to  2%. 


Potter  County  entered  the  7th  class  group. 

However,  the  study  of  the  applications  in  tin'  various  Counties 
shov.'s  that  the  need  is  not  so  great  in  the  rural  and  partly  rural 
Counties  in  proportion  to  the  population  as  in  the  large  city  and 
mining  Counties.  An  appropriation,  siifticient  for  the  rural  Counties, 
apportioned  according  to  population  exclusively,  would  be  from  one- 
third  to  two-thirds  large  enough  for  the  citj»  Counties;  and  vice 
versa,  an  appropriation  adequate  for  the  city  Counties  would  l)e  two 
to  three  timgs  too  large  for  the  rural  Counties.  The  situation  de- 
manded a revision  of  the  percentages  so  that  the  apportionments 
would  not  only  more  nearly  conform  with  the  new  ratio  of  popula- 
tion but  also  more  closely  approximate  the  real  need  in  the  Counties. 
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Unfortunately  there  is  considerable  variation  of  need  in  Counties 
of  tlie  same  class; — for  example,  in  the  third  class,  Berks  Countj- 
has  practically  no  waiting  list,  while  the  other  foiar  mining  Counties 
have  waiting  lists  varying  from  132  to  452.  Berks  County,  in  char 
acter  and  population,  is  more  nearly  related  to  Counties  of  the 
fourth  class  than  to  those  of  the  third  class,  but  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  its  population  is  over  the  200,000  mark  it  automatically  passed 
into  the  third  class;  similarly,  in  the  fourth  class  Northampton 
County  has  a waiting  list  of  33,  while  Cambria,  Erie  and  Fayette 
Counties  have  waiting  lists  of  107,115  and  184  respectively;  in  the 
fifth  class,  Crawford  and  Lebanon  have  a waiting  list  of  1 and  2 
respectively  while  Mercer  and  Indiana  have  waiting  lists  of  27  and 
31  respectively;  in-the  sixth  class,  Adams  and  Clarion  have  waiting 
lists  of  2 each,  while  Bedford  has  a waiting  list  of  42.  The  present 
system  provides  no  entirely  satisfactory  solution  for  this  serious 
dilemma  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Counties  are  required  to  match 
the  State  apportionment  in  full  or  not  at  all.  In  order  to  rhake  for 
greater  freedom  and  elasticity,  it  may  be  necessary  to  revise  the 
whole  system  of  the  State,  apportionments  on  some  sucli  basis  as  is 
[provided  :n  the  Massachusetts  Law,  where  the  State  i-eimburses  the 
towns  for  one-third  of  all  expenditures  which  are  ap]iroved  by  the 
State  Supervisor. 

The  facts  at  hand  show  that  the  present  apportionments  are  as 
equitable  as  they  can  be  made  on  the  present  basis,  and  the  State 
Supervisor  recommends  that  the  percentages  which  governed  the 
last  appropriation  remain  as  they  stand  for  the  next  ttvo  year  period. 

STATE  APPEOPKTATION,  JUNE  1,  1921-MAY  31,  1923. 

The  Legislature  of  1921  appropriated  for  the  Mothers’  Assistance 
Fund,  11,200,000  together  with  the  unexpended  balance.  This  was 
reduced  by  the  Governor  to  $3,000,000.  Of  this  amount,  $22,000  was 
deducted  as  provided  by  Law,  for  the  expenses  of  the  State  office, 
leaving  $978,000  to  be  apportioned  among  the  Counties. 

The  Law  provides  that  at  the  beginning  of  the  second  fiscal  year, 
the  funds  set  aside  for  the  unoi’ganized  Counties  shall  revert  to 
the  organized  Counties  on  a basis  not  to  exceed  25%  of  the  State 
apportionments  to  tly?.  Counties  for  the  two  year  period,  providing 
that  the  County  Commissioners  match  this  “Surplus  Fund.”  With 
the  organization  of  new  Counties,  the  sum  available  for  such  distri- 
bution becomes  less  and  less ; thus  there  was  available  for  the  present 
fiscal  year,  (June  1,  1922-May  31,  1923)  from  the  “Suiq)lus  Fund'’ 
only  4%  of  the  State  apportionments  to  be  reapi^ortioned  among  the 
organized  Counties. 


Table  2. 
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SHOWING  COUNTY  APPORTIONMENTS.  INCLUDING  FOUR  PER  CENT  EXTRA 
ALLOTMENT  SECOND  FISCAL  YEAR  FROM  FUNDS  REVERTING  FROM 
UNORGANIZED  COUNTIES. 

(Organized  Counties  in  Capital  ) 


Cla  s Yearly  Budget 

Per  Year 

Per  Month 

I.  PHILADELPHIA,  

(With  4% 
allotment) 

$234,720  00 
263,497  60 

Fund, 

Office, 

$211,248  00 
23.472  00 
228,147  84 
25,349  76 

$17,604  00 
I.956  00 
19.012  32 
2,112  48 

II.  ALLEGHENY,  -1 

(With  4% 
allotment) 

$156,480  00 
lt8,99S  40 

Fund, 

Office, 

$140,832  00 
15.648  00 
152,098  66 
16,899  84 

$11,736  00 
1,304  00 
12,674  88 
1,408  32 

III.  BERKS:  LACKAWANNA:  LU- 
ZERN: SCHUYLKILL:  WEST- 
MORELAND 

(With  4% 
allotment) 

$37,164.00 

40,137.12 

Fund, 

Office, 

$33,447.60 

3,716.40 

36,123.41 

4,013.71 

$2,787.38 

309.70 

3,010.28 

334.45 

rV.  BEAVER:  BLAIR:  CAMBRIA: 
CHESTER:  CLEARFIELD: 

DAUPHIN:  DELAWARE: 

ERIE:  PAYETTE:  LANCAS- 
TER: LEHIGH:  MONTGOM- 
ERY: NORTHAMPTON: 

NORTHUMBERLAND:  WASH- 
INGTON: YORK. 

With  4% 
aliotment) 

$15,892.50 

17,163.90 

Fund, 

Office, 

$14,303.25 
1,589.25 
16, 447.. 51 
1,716.39 

$1,191.98 

132.43 

1,287.29 

143.0* 

V.  Armstrong:  BRADFORD: 

BUCKS:  BUTLER:  Carbon: 
CRAWFORD:  CUMBERLAND: 
FRANKLIN:  INDI.ANA:  ,1EF- 
ERSON:  LAWRENCE:  LEB- 
ANON; LYCOMING:  MER- 
CER: SOMERSET:  VENAN- 

GO. 

(With  4% 
allotment) 

$5,501.26 

5,941.35 

Fund, 

Office, 

$4,951.13 

550.12 
5,347.22 

594.13 

$412.50 

45.84 

445.61 

49.51 

n.  ADAMS:  BEDFORD:  CENTRE: 
CLARION:  CLINTON:  CO- 
LUMBIA: Elk;  GREENE: 

HUNTINGDON:  McKE.AN: 

Mifiain:  Susquehanna : Tioga: 
Warren:  Wayne. 

(With  4% 
allotment) 

$2,771.00 

2,9te.6S 

Fund, 

Office, 

$2,493.«) 

277.10 

3,693.42 

299.26 

$■207.82 
23.rj0 
224.15 
24. 8S 

VII.  Cameron:  Forest:  Pulton: 

JUNIATA:  Monroe:  MON- 

TOUR; Perry:  Pike:  POTTER: 
Snyder:  Sullivan:  UNION: 

Wyoming. 

(With  4% 
allotment) 

$1,316.54 

1,421.86 

Fund, 

Office, 

$1,184.89 

131.65 

1,279.68 

142.18 

98.74 

10.97 

106.64 

11.84 

AN  ESTIMATE  OF  THE  NEED  FOR  THE  MOTHERS’  ASSIST 
ANCE  FUND  IN  PENNSYLVANIA. 

On  the  most  conservative  estimate,  as  shown  by  the  following 
table,  the  State  ought  to  be  caring  for  l>etween  G,.‘>()(|  and  ti,7<H' 
families  at  an  average  grant  of  not  less  than  ^35  per  month.  This 
would  require  an  appropriation  of  from  $2,900,000  to  $3,000,000. 

However,  there  is  grave  doubt  that  the  County  Commissioners, 
in  some  of  the  Counties,  would  match  so  large  an  appropriation 
especially  in  view  of  the  wide  variation  in  need  between  Counties 
of  the  same  class.  Therefore,  in  the  interest  of  conserving  the  gain 
in  each  County  and  of  having  no  County  disorganize,  an  appro 
priation  of  $2,250,000  is  requested  which  represents  the  smallest  sum 
urvoti  which  the  Law^  can  be  effectively  administered  during  the  next 
fiscal  period.  _ 

The  Legislature  of  1921  was  asked  for  a similar  amount  for  the 
Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  and  the  County  Commissioners  in  nearly 
every  County  of  the  State  pledged  their  support  and  agreed  to  match 
the  County  apportionments  on  the  basis  of  an  appropriation  of 
$2,250,000. 
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TABLE  3— DISPOSITION  OF  APPLICATIONS  RECEIVED 
Oet.  1,  1920— Utt.  1,  1922 


I.  Philadelphia, 


II.  Alleg-heny,  

III.  Berks,  

I.aekawanija,  

Luzerne,  

Schuylki'l,  

Westmoreland,  

IV.  Peavsr,  _ 

Blair 

Cambria,  

Chester,  

Clearfield,  

Dauphin,  

Delaware,  

Erie,  

Payette,  

I.aneaster,  

Lehieh,  

Montgomery,  

Northampton,  

Northumberland, 

Washington,  

York,  

V.  Bradford,  

Bucks,  

Butler.  

Crawford,  

Cumberland,  

Franklin,  

Indiana,  

Lawrence,  

.lefferson,  

I.ebanon,  

Lycoming,  

Mercer,  

Somerset,  

Venango,  

VI.  Adams,  

Bedford,  

Centre,  

C’arion,  

Clinton,  

Columbia,  

Greene,  

Huntingdon,  

McKean,  

VII,  Juniata,  

Montour,  

Potter,  

Union,  

Totals,  


is 

a 


533 

320 

68 

85 

108 

181 

108 

43 
.59 
47 

44 
36 
42 
31 

41 

39 
.33 
33 

42 
29 
65 
33 

40 
16 
18 
17 
24 
19 
17 

17 
24 
26 
16 
16 
28 

18 
22 
11 

9 

12 

7 
16 

8 

7 

8 
11 

7 

6 

7 

6 


2,442 


Pending  Oct.  1, 

1923 

Disqualified  Between 
Oct.  1.  1920  and  Oct.  1, 
1922 

Total 

Eligible— investigated— Wait- 
ing for  lack  of  funds 

Uniuvestigated 

Dismissed  after  investiga- 
tion 

Applications  made 
between  Oct.  1, 
1920  & Oct.  1,  1922 

Applications  made 
before  Oct.  1.  1920  j 

a 

o 

o 

a 

3 

a 

Cancelled 

61 

952 

623 

— 

— 

262 

2,431 

4 

549 

38 

29 

16 

86 

1,042 

6 

36 

3 

22 

135 

9 

127 

320 

7 

5 

18 

59T 

6 

121 

251 

40 

13 

63 

592 

20 

39 

229 

4 

4 

46 

622 

128 

4 

33 

7 

21 

301 

- 20 

23 

3 

16 

inn 

15 

12 

22 

2 

22 

132 

50 

38 

19 

20 

4 

18 

196 

22 

42 

11 

e 

4 

13 

142 

21 

21 

2 

6 

11 

97 

41 

10 

29 

1 

1 

3 

127 

16 

•50 

2 

8 

2 

15 

123 

21 

38 

66 

15 

2 

8 

181 

121 

9 

64 

4 

6 

11 

24S 

12 

15 

27 

7 

2 

19 

116 

. 27 

10 

24 

7 

loa 

38 

80 

16 

2 

13 

191 

27 

6 

_ 

11 

2 

11 

86 

12 

43 

62 

9 

2 

29 

211 

2 

55 

15 

2 

9 

19 

135 

.39 

13 

2 

7 

2 

9 

112 

10 

1 

4 

6 

12 

49 

0 





13 

2 

1 

48 

9 

12 



6 

1 

7 

.52 

1 

5 

1 

5 

36 

3 

4 

1 

4 

1 

10 

4S 

3 

6 

7 

1 

13 

46 

13 

IS 

7 

3 

16 

74 

8 

4 

6 

3 

12 

67 

8 

2 

7 

40 

2 

4 

11 

38 

13 

11 

4 

5 

49 

27 

8 

7 

70 

8 

2 

1 

11 

40 

14 

4 

1 

17 

68 

1 

42 

1 

— 

9 

2 

6 

5 

28 

58 

24 

1 

2 

4 

43 

2 

3 

5 

17 

7 

1 

1 

11 

36 

14 

20 

7 

49 

3 

2 

12 

3 

*7 

12 

3 

6 

7 

1 

7 

44 

7 

8 



1 

1 

6 

84 

2 

2 

11 

1 

1 

S 

11 

9 

2 

7 

26 

2 

2 

4 

18 

949 

2,253 

1,855 

441 

106 

935 

8,981 

The  above  table  shows  that  there  are  on  the  Avaitiiig  list  a total 
i;f  oOoT  fT’nilies  of  wlioni  1*4!)  aiT  iiive«tieate(I.  Plxper’eiice  ilenioii- 
strates  that  about  one-fourth  of  the  eligible  mothers  do  not  qualify 
upon  close  investigation  and  of  those  who  applied  over  two  years 
ago,  aliont  one-third.  Making  due  allowance,  therefore,  for  these 
facts,  there  would  seem  to  be  a total  of  6318  families  eligible  to 
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Mothers’  Assistance  in  the  fifty  organized  Counties.  As  they  repre 
sent  94%  of  the  population  of  the  State,  there  would  presumably  be 
about  6700  eligible  families  for  the  whole  of  Pennsylvania.  That 
this  is  an  extremely  conservative  estimate  is  borne  out  by  the  follow 
ing  factors  which  enter  into  the  consideration; 

1.  A uniform  system  of  classifying  all  applications  was  put  into 
operation  in  all  the  Counties  a year  ago.  This  makes  for  uniformity 
and  accuracy  in  the  counting  of  applications. 

2.  When  it  becomes  known  that  the  funds  are  gone,  women  do  not 
apply  as  they  see  no  advantage  in  having  their  names  on  the  waiting 
list. 

3.  A few  Poards,  when  the  funds  are  exhausted,  have  not  en 
couraged  applications,  especially  of  the  foreign-born  mothers. 

4.  The  Boards,  having  a large  accumulation  of  applications  over 
two  years  old,  have  made  an  effort  to  bring  these  applications  iip 
to  date  so  that  they  represent  the  actual  list  of  eligible  mothers  at 
the  present  time  and  not  an  accumulation  of  ‘‘dead  wood”. 

5.  With  our  fund  covering  only  a fraction  of  the  need  it  is  im 
possible  to  ascertain  the  normal  rate  of  intake  and  the  normal  rate 
of  cancellation.  The  rate  of  cancellation  has  been  lower  for  this 
two  year  period  (27.6%)  than  for  the  1918-20  period  (37.4%). 
This  is,  however,  accounted  for  by  the  fact  that  354  mothers  were 
dropped  from  the  pay  roll  in  the  latter  period  because  of  the  inade 
quate  appropriation  of  1919  (See  1920  Report  of  the  Mothers’  As 
sistance  Fund  pp.  20-24).  The  length  of  dependency  appears  to  be 
about  seven  years. 

6.  The  present  rate  of  cancellation  is  considerably  higher  than 
it  would  be,  given  an  adequate  appro]>riation,  because  in  the  interest 
of  keeping  together  the  largest  possible  number  of  families,  the  chil 
dren  are  required,  for  the  most  part,  to  secure  working  papers  as 
soon  as  they  reach  the  age  at  which,  by  law.  they  are  permitted  to 
work. 

CHILD  CONSERVATION  A STATE  FUNCTION 

The  first  Mothers’  Assistance  Law  was  signed  April  29,  1913.  Its 
(‘.xperimental  period  is  long  passed.  Indeed  the  economy,  efficiency 
and  beneficence  of  the  Law  are  universally  conceded.  It  is  a common 
l)lace  that  the  mother  is  the  cheai)est  as  well  as  the  best  caretaker  of 
her  child.  Whereas  it  costs  the  State  between  |10  and  .fl2  a month 
per  child  to  adequately  care  for  these  dependent  children  in  their 
own  homes,  adequate  institutional  care  costs  from  $18  per  child  per 
month  up.  Philadelphia  County  is  paying  $4.25  per  week  or  $18.41 
per  month  for  every  dependent  child  for  whose  care  it  is  providing 
in  institutions. 
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The  bedrock  of  any  plan  for  safeguarding  dependent  children 
inheres  in  some  form  of  Mothers’  Assistance;  if  this  is  ineffective 
all  other  efforts  for  their  protection  are  rendered  barren.  The  ex- 
istence of  a waiting  list  tnuce  as  large  as  the  active  pay  rolls,  (2442 
families  are  receiving  assistance;  5057  are  on  the  waiting  list)  is  a 
perpetual  reproach  to  the  State  and  travesty  of  the  purpose  of  the 
Law. 

In  Massachusetts,  tor  t!ie  year  ending  November  30,  1922,  the 
expenditure  for  Mothers’  Assistance  was  approximately  $2,800,000 
'hough  the  population  of  Massachusetts  is  less  than  half  that  of 
Pennsylvania.  In  New  York  State,  for  the  year  ending  June  30, 
1921,  the  expenditure  for  Mothers’  Assistance  was  $5,176,255  thouglp 
New  York  has  a population  of  only  1,665,210  in  excess  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

The  Report  of  the  State  Supervisor  for  1916  and  each  subsequent 
Report  has  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  fathers  of  the  chil- 
dren now  beneficiaries  of  the  Fund  were  taken  off  for  the  most 
part  in  the  prime  of  life  when  they  should  have  been  at  the  peak  of 
‘their  social  usefulness:  The  1920  Report  showed  that  of  1728 

families  receiving  assistance  for  whom  information  as  to  the  cause 
of  the  father’s  death  was  at  hand,  1469  or  85%  died  under  the  age  of 
45  years.  This  number  was  swelled,  of  course,  by  the  toll  of  men 
taken  in  their  youth  by  iufiuenza,  27%  of  the  total;  tuberculosis 
claimed  12%;  pneumonia  13%;  violent  deaths,  non-industrial  10%. 

Just  as  the  operation  of  the  Workmen’s  Compensation  Law  has 
led  to  the  “safety  first”  and  accident  prevention  campaigns,  so 
health  insurance  would  prevent  thousands  of  untimely  deaths,  both 
through  the  provision  of  adequate  medical  and  nursing  facilities, 
and  the  public  health  education  Avhich  is  an  inevitable  accompani- 
ment. Surely  no  i3rogram  for  Mothers’  Assistance  can  be  considered 
complete  which  does  not  aim  to  prevent  the  making  of  orphans. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Mary  F.  Bogue 
State  Supervisor 
Mothers’  Assistance  Fund. 


